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-The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - 

THE REPLY FILED 13 May 2004 FAILS TO PLACE THIS APPLICATION IN CONDITION FOR ALLOWANCE. 
Therefore, further action by the applicant is required to avoid abandonment of this application. A proper reply to a 
final rejection under 37 CFR 1.1 13 may only be either: (1) a timely filed amendment which places the application in 
condition for allowance; (2) a timely filed Notice of Appeal (with appeal fee); or (3) a timely filed Request for Continued 
Examination (RCE) in compliance with 37 CFR 1.114. 



a) □ 

b) El 



The period for reply expires . 



PERIOD FOR REPLY [check either a) or b)] 
_months from the mailing date of the final rejection. 



The period for reply expires on: (1) the mailing date of this Advisory Action, or (2) the date set forth in the final rejection, whichever is later 
no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of the final rejection. 
ONLY CHECK THIS BOX WHEN THE FIRST REPLY WAS FILED WITHIN TWO MONTHS OF THE FINAL REJECTION. See MPEP 
706.07(f). 

Extensions of time may be obtained under 37 CFR 1.136(a). The date on which the petition under 37 CFR 1.136(a) and the appropriate extension 
fee have been filed is the date for purposes of determining the period of extension and the corresponding amount of the fee. The appropriate extension 
fee under 37 CFR 1.17(a) is calculated from: (1) the expiration date of the shortened statutory period for reply originally set in the final Office action: or 
(2) as set forth in (b) above, if checked. Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of the final rejection, even if 
timely filed, may reduce any earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 



In 



1 .□ A Notice of Appeal was filed on . 



Appellant's Brief must be filed within the period set forth in 



37 CFR 1.192(a), or any extension thereof (37 CFR 1.191(d)), to avoid dismissal of the appeal. 
2.Q The proposed amendment(s) will not be entered because: 

(a) □ they raise new issues that would require further consideration and/or search (see NOTE below); 

(b) □ they raise the issue of new matter (see Note below); 

(c) □ they are not deemed to place the application in better form for appeal by materially reducing or simplifying the 

issues for appeal; and/or 

(d) □ they present additional claims without canceling a corresponding number of finally rejected claims. 

NOTE: . 

3-D Applicant's reply has overcome the following rejection(s): . 

4.Q Newly proposed or amended claim(s) would be allowable if submitted in a separate, timely filed amendment 

canceling the non-allowable claim(s). 

5.^ The a)D affidavit, b)D exhibit, or c)^ request for reconsideration has been considered but does NOT place 
the application in condition for allowance because: See Continuation Sheet . 

6. D The affidavit or exhibit will NOT be considered because it is not directed SOLELY to issues which were newly 

raised by the Examiner in the final rejection. 

7. ^ For purposes of Appeal, the proposed amendment(s) a)D will not be entered or b)£<] will be entered and an 

explanation of how the new or amended claims would be rejected is provided below or appended. 

The status of the claim(s) is (or will be) as follows: 
Claim(s) allowed: 1-26 and 30-33 . 

Claim(s) objected to: . 

Claim(s) rejected: 27-29 . 

Claim(s) withdrawn from consideration: . 

8. Q The drawing correction filed on is a)D approved or b)D disapproved by the Examiner. 

9. D Note the attached Information Disclosure Statement(s)( PTO-1449) Paper No(s). . 

10O Other: 
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Continuation of 5. does NOT place the application in condition for allowance because: Applicants' attorney makes a very strange 
argument that there invention is like water and air and logic is like water and air, at least grammar. Yet, applicants' attorney failed to 
provide any evidence to support this very strange argument. IEEE Standard Dictionary of Electrical and Electronics Terms define, 1984 
"logic" the result of planning data processing system or of synthesizing a network of logic elements to perform a specified function. 
Pertaining to the type or physical realization of logic elements used, for example, diode logic. IEEE also defines typical logic elements are 
AND gate and flip-flops, electronic devices. Since applicants have failed to define logic in their specification, the examiner can take plain 
meaning. Logic encoded on the computer process able medium are not results, if so. applicants' invention is not needed since the 
"results" are already done. In light of the specification, this can not be mean as "logic". Clearly applicants do not mean that they are 
physically encoding physical elements, like flip-flops on computer processable medium. In other words, convering real and phtical 
elements into digital and placing them on a memory. Applicants seems to mean a "logical file". IEEE defines such a logical file as a file 
independent of its physical environment. Portions of the same logical file may be located in different physical files, or several logical files 
or parts of logical files may be located in one physical file. If applicants amened the specification, the rejection shall be withdrawn. 

Applicants' attorney-then makes a strange argument about hard disks and MICROSOFT products. The examiner thinks that applicants 
invention is a method of providing messages in the application. 

While the claims of issued patents are interpreted in light of the specification, prosecution history, prior art and other claims, this is not 
the mode of claim interpretation to be applied during examination. During examination, the claims must be interpreted as broadly as their 
terms reasonably allow. This means that the words of the claim must be given their plain meaning unless applicant has provided a clear 
definition in the specification. In re Zletz, 893 F.2d 319, 321, 13 USPQ2d 1320, 1322 (Fed, Cir. 1989). When not defined by applicant in 
the specification, the words of a claim must be given their plain meaning. In other words, they must be read as they would be interpreted 
by those of ordinary skill in the art. Rexnord Corp. v. Laitram Corp., 274 F. 3d 1336, 1342, 60 USPQ2d 1851, 1854. Applicant may be his 
or her own lexicographer; however any special meaning assigned to a term "must be sufficiently clear in the specification that any 
departure from common usage would be so understood by a person of experience in the field of the invention." Multiform Desiccants inc. 
v. Medzam Ltd., 133 F.3d 1473, 1477, 45 USPQ2d 1429, 1432 (Fed. Cir. 1998). >See also Process Control Corp. v. HydReclaim Corp.. 
190 F.3d 1350, 1357, 52 USPQ2d 1029, 1033 (Fed. Cir. 1999) and MPEP § 21 73.05(a). The specification is not the measure of the 
invention. Therefore, limitations contained therein can not be read into the claims for the purpose of avoiding the prior art (In re Sporck. 
155 USPQ 687). Attempt to invoke limitations present in the preferred embodiment but absent from the claims themselves violates the 
established claim construction principles. The specification also fails that "MARK" (a name) is not an unique indentifier. if a user named 
"MARK" is only one in the system named "MARK" then "MARK" is a unique identifier. Very confusing and not clear. . 
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